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Abstract 
Given that corporate social responsibility (CSR) has been affected by 
various factors within or outside the organization, this study focuses on the 
interaction of CSR with various environmental dynamics. In Turkish literature, 
however, this interaction has not been studied comprehensively while 
organizations’ CSR relationships, especially with their external environment, have 
remained uncertain. The study first aims to reveal the magnitude of the problem in 
Turkish literature related to CSR/CSR-environment interactions by reviewing the 
literature. Second, it seeks possible remedies for overcoming this problem by 
examining organizations’ relations, especially with their external environment 
within the scope of stakeholder theory. To achieve these aims, the study firstly 
provides a systematic literature review (SLR) based on the Ulakbim Social Sciences 
Database after some discussion about CSR-organizational environment-stakeholder 
relationships. This relationship landscape is then examined within the context of 
stakeholder theory through a traditional review of the international literature. From 
this analysis, a conceptual framework is proposed to explain these relationships. 
Finally, some suggestions are presented for future studies. 
Keywords: Social Responsibility, Corporate Social Responsibility, 
Organizational Environment, Stakeholders, Stakeholder Theory. 
Jel Codes: M0, M1, M10, M14 
 
Introduction 
An organization is an entity in constant relation with its environment. The 
environment in which the organization operates and its relations with this 
environment is an important point to consider firstly. The organizations are subject 
to different institutional environments depending on their different contexts. 
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Therefore, an important area for discussion concerns which aspects of the 
environment should be defined by which features, and which methods are more 
valid. As one of the cases where the impact of the organizational environment on 
organizational decisions and actions is felt most frequently, CSR is addressed in the 
literature within the framework of different organizational theories. Each 
theoretical perspective offers a different lens for understanding the relationship 
between environment and social responsibility. Since the definition of the 
environment largely determines the approach taken to the organization-
environment relationship, it is useful to examine the environmental explanations of 
different organizational theories in the first place before going into the details of 
these relations. Therefore, the current study mainly relies on stakeholder theory to 
explain the underlying reasons for the diversity of CSR orientations among 
organizations, but also draws on different organizational theories to help define and 
embody the environment in which organizations operate.  Stakeholders as members 
of this environment, they have the power to translate distal forces into reality (Lee, 
2011). According to Campbell (2007), stakeholders, especially community groups, 
customers, and governments, force firms to behave in socially responsible ways. 
Organizational outcomes result from the interaction between stakeholders and the 
institutional environment (Fuenfschilling and Truffer, 2014; Thornton and Ocasio, 
2008).  
Despite comprehensive definitions in the literature, CSR is still considered 
hard to define fully (Jamali and Hossary, 2019). Furthermore, in spite of the 
increasing interest in the international literature on CSR-environment relations, the 
Turkish literature on this interaction is underdeveloped. As emphasized by several 
studies (Jamali and Hossary, 2019; Jamali, Karam, Yin and Soundararajan, 2017a), 
CSR has remained dominated by western-centric norms presented in the business 
and management CSR literature. For instance, whereas the developed world is 
characterized by well-developed governance systems, the developing world has 
diverse or contradictory systems that lead to a large variety of CSR orientations 
(Jamali and Hossary, 2019). From their review of 285 journal articles, Jamali and 
Karam (2016) discovered nuanced peculiarities relating to institutional stakeholders 
in enhancing the understandings of CSR in developing world, and more nuanced 
precursors than those found in the general CSR literature. This is thus a valuable 
topic requiring careful consideration. Moreover, the literature draws attention to 
this significant gap by constantly emphasizing the lack of research into the practice 
of CSR in developing countries (Jamali, Lund-Thomsen and Jeppesen 2017b; 
Jamali et al., 2017a; Jamali and Karam, 2016), although the number of studies 
exploring and supporting the different manifestations of CSR in developing country 
contexts has recently increased (Jamali et al., 2017a; 2017b). Given that Turkey is 
also a developing country, its unique experience of CSR can shed light on this 
important issue. 
Therefore, the first aim of the current study is to reveal the magnitude of this 
problem by mapping the literature and determining the reasons for this situation. 
The second aim is to seek possible remedies by examining the relationships of 
Turkish organizations within the scope of stakeholder theory, specifically with their 
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external environment. This approach will contribute to understanding how the 
environment interacts with CSR while also aligning the Turkish national literature 
with its international counterpart.  
To achieve these aims, this paper first introduces CSR, organizational 
environment, and stakeholder theory before discussing Turkish adoption of CSR in 
an institutional and historical context. This is followed by a systematic literature 
review (SLR) of the Ulakbim Social Sciences Database assess the national 
literature. The scope of this research area and the level of proficiency are 
determined based on CSR in general and CSR-environment interactions in 
particular. Drawing on these SLR results, the stakeholders affecting the CSR 
activities within the organization’s environment are then discussed in detail in the 
context of stakeholder theory. A traditional literature review of international 
literature is used to guide the investigation of CSR-environment interactions in 
Turkish literature. Finally, a conceptual framework is presented to explain the 
relationships revealed by the preceding discussion. Thus, the current study provides 
both a fruitful comparison with the international literature and a conceptual 
assessment to raise awareness. This study will assist researchers wanting to 
investigate this issue and practitioners wanting to give direction to their 
organizations.    
The Concept of CSR 
The CSR concept has evolved significantly since it emerged in the 1950s. 
Especially after the 1970s, CSR definitions progressed towards including 
stakeholders as a crucial element of this environment, specifically organizations’ 
responses to their expectations, interests, pressures, demands, etc. (Rahman, 2011; 
Arena, Azzone and Mapelli, 2018). As Carroll (1991, p. 43) notes, “There is a 
natural fit between the idea of corporate social responsibility and an organization’s 
stakeholders”. Also, according to Freeman and Velamuri (2006) “the main goal of 
CSR is to create value for key stakeholders and fulfill our responsibilities to them”. 
In recent years, diverse organizations in different environments and /sectors 
have increasingly turned towards social responsibility activities as an approach to 
doing business. Today, it is seen as a mainstream business element (Economist, 
2008). The core idea of corporate social responsibility is that organizations must 
function beyond their direct economic interests. This creates a challenge for 
organizations trying to fulfill their obligations through a sensitive balance in their 
relationships with the environment; that is, by considering both social and 
commercial interests.  Perhaps the most complex contexts for such balance are 
countries like Turkey, where there are many rapidly changing environmental 
factors. The literature also indicates that the term CSR in developing countries has 
an idiosyncratic meaning and although CSR in such contexts increasingly 
recognized to have some distinctive features, there is still a gap concerning this 
topic (Jamali and Neville, 2011; Jamali et al., 2017b). It is therefore important to 
discover the tendencies of organizations operating in environments where different, 
sometimes even contradictory organizational dialectics occur simultaneously. The 
impact of the environment and also its elements must be particularly taken into 
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consideration in building and maintaining social responsibility where organizations 
must find the optimum balance in their relationships with the environment. 
Today, despite the complexity of the CSR definition (Sheey, 2015), we have 
a broadly accepted definition of CSR. According to the World Business Council for 
Sustainable Development, CSR is a continuing commitment to economic, social, 
and environmental development through engaging with multiple stakeholders 
(WBCSD, 2002). The European Commission offers a similar definition, 
highlighting social-environmental aspects and stakeholders (Commission of the 
European Communities, 2002). Given these definitions, Jamali and Hossary (2019) 
claim that successful CSR practices focus on business actions containing some form 
of stakeholder dialogue. That is, the core idea of CSR is that corporations have to 
respond to the expectations of various stakeholders (Jamali and Mirshak, 2007) in 
a complex, multi-faceted relationship (Greenwood, 2007). Because, CSR has 
become a business imperative (Waddock, Bodwell and Graves, 2002). In the same 
way, Aguinis (2011) by emphasizing this multidimensional nature of the CSR 
concept, defines it as “context-specific organizational actions and policies that take 
into account stakeholders’ expectations and the triple bottom line of economic, 
social, and environmental performance”. 
However, despite the existence of a broadly accepted definition of CSR, in 
the literature CSR  is divided into many components by many studies. These include 
terms such as sustainability, corporate responsibility, ethics, and corporate 
citizenship, stakeholder management, etc. (Freeman and Hasnaoui, 2011; Fassin, 
Van Rossem and Buelens, 2011). As stated by Freeman and Hasnaoui (2011), 
although these terms are used as synonyms by many, many others argue their 
differences as well. While some of the discussions consider corporate sustainability 
as a subset of CSR, some of them regard CSR as a subset of ethics (Freeman and 
Hasnaoui, 2011). For instance, according to the findings of Fassin, Van Rossem and 
Buelens’s study (2011), CSR and sustainability are seen closely related especially 
in the eyes of small-business owners. Sustainability is perceived as more practical-
formal and less voluntary than CSR. On the other hand,  some authors express the 
CSR practices performed by SMEs as ‘Silent CSR’ Jenkins (2004) or “Sunken 
CSR” (Perrini, 2006) that is more spontaneous, philanthropic and altruistic in 
nature. Furthermore, the CSR of SMEs in developing countries is characterized “as 
anchored in a blend of personal and religious motivations” (Jamali, Zanhour and 
Keshishian, 2009). Thus, in countries like Turkey that is rich in small-medium sized 
enterprises (SMEs), contribution to a better understanding of CSR meaning is also 
quite valuable in terms of exploring valid CSR dynamics in such developing 
country contexts.  
Organizational Environment from Different Theoretical Lenses 
The organizational environment is defined from various angles based on 
different theoretical perspectives. It is, therefore, useful to clarify the concept of the 
environment theoretically to develop a better understanding. For instance, while 
contingency theory suggests that the organization interacts with a more technical 
and economic environment, resource dependency theory sees the environment as a 
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battlefield where organizations engage in resource struggles with each other 
(Lawrence and Lorsh, 1967; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). In the latter case, an 
organization’s survival directly depends on the power they have over other 
organizations (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). In contrast, organizational ecology 
theory considers the environment as an economic milieu of organizations 
competing for similar resources to produce similar products. Since this environment 
includes many factors beyond the control of organizations, they cannot even think 
about intervening (Hannan and Freeman, 1977). Institutional theory meanwhile 
treats the environment more sociologically. The environment is not just economic 
– directing organizations to work efficiently and effectively – but also a legal, 
social, and cultural. Consequently, each organization has to legitimize its existence 
and activities (DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). For macro-institutional theory, based 
on the basic assumptions of new institutional theory, the level of analysis is no 
longer the organizational field but the nation-state level. In explaining the formation 
of organizational forms in specific countries, macro-institutional theory emphasizes 
the role of that country’s main institutions, such as the state, financial and education 
systems, and even cultural and religious beliefs (Whitley, 1992). 
CSR is one of the cases where the impact of the organizational environment 
on organizational decisions and actions is felt most frequently and also addressed 
often in the international literature within the framework of these different theories 
discussed above. Since the way the definition of the environment defines the 
approaches to the organization-environment relationship to a large extent, each 
theory perspective offers a different lens for understanding relationship between 
environment and social responsibility. For instance, in contingency theory, rather 
than affecting the environment, organizations are expected to adapt to the 
environment, while in resource dependency theory, organizations are not only 
satisfied with adaptation, but also affect the environment to access the resources. In 
contrast, new institutional theory deals with the organization-environment 
relationship through a mutual interaction approach. That is, organizations are both 
shaped by the institutional environment within which they were established and 
reproduce or change the environment through their own actions and interactions 
with other organizations (Sargut and Özen 2015).  
Stakeholder Theory 
Stakeholder theory, which originated with Freeman (1984), focuses on a 
crucial component of business environment relationships (Strand and Freeman, 
2015). According to Freeman (1984), stakeholders are defined as “any group or 
individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the firm’s objectives” 
(Strand and Freeman, 2015). It implies a shift from traditional bilateral relationships 
to multilateral relationships between the organization and environment (Martínez, 
Fernández and Fernández, 2016) with the organization is at the center of a nexus of 
relationships among stakeholders (Bridoux and Stoelhorst, 2014) such as 
“suppliers, owners, governments, customers, local community organizations, and 
employees” (Strand and Freeman, 2015).  
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 Stakeholder theory is one of the most widely-used theoretical frameworks 
for evaluating CSR (Cantrell, Kyriazis, and Noble, 2015). Social responsibility is 
an important component in an organization’s adjustment to its environment and 
stakeholders. (Martínez, Fernández and Fernández, 2016). Within CSR, the theory 
emphasizes the decisive role of actors in the organizational environment and 
acknowledges that there are many legitimate stakeholders in a series of interrelated 
relationships: the organization, consumers, suppliers, employees, and shareholders; 
the state, local community, environmentalists, competitors, and even the media 
(Freeman et al., 2010). Thus, a socially responsible firm has to both pay attention 
to all these stakeholders’ interests while also balancing this multiplicity in its 
organizational decisions and actions (Garriga and Mele, 2004). These interests 
manifest themselves through various stakeholder pressures defined as “the ability 
and capacity of stakeholders to affect an organization by influencing its 
organizational decisions” (Helmig, Spraul and Ingenhoff, 2013:154). Because CSR 
orientations are largely affected by these pressures from multiple stakeholders, 
organizations need to know to whom are they responsible (Brown and Forster, 
2013) and understand their stakeholders’ concerns (Freeman and Velamuri, 2006). 
Through a stakeholder approach, organizations can manage these relationships with 
their external environment more effectively (Cantrell, Kyriazis, and Noble, 2015; 
Freeman and Velamuri, 2006). 
Interrelationships among CSR, Organizational Environment, 
Stakeholders 
CSR is a ‘dynamic process’ that observes the relationships arising from 
continuous communication between the organization and the stakeholders within 
the environment in which the firm operates (Kakabadse, Rozuel and Lee-Davies, 
2005). According to Novethic (2003), firms need to consider all stakeholders while 
conducting their CSR activities (Kakabadse et al., 2005) because these activities 
comprise the triple bottom line triangle (economic, environmental, social) that 
result from their continuous relationship with stakeholders. According to Jones’ 
CSR definition (1980, pp. 59-60), stakeholders are positioned at the center of CSR 
(Jones, Wicks and Freeman, 2002). However, the stakeholder concept has not 
grown with the CSR concept although two concepts are related to each other 
(Kakabadse et al., 2005).  
Firms are surrounded by various institutional environments and 
stakeholders (Yang and Rivers, 2009). For example), organizational environments 
consist of various organizational groups, such as professions, associations, 
regulatory bodies, communities, or interest groups (Scott and Strang, 1987), or 
members of groups such as customers, communities, shareholders, etc. (Jones et al., 
2002). Organizational environments are thus filled with multiple and even 
conflicting stakeholder pressures that create ‘incompatible prescriptions’ for 
organizations (Greenwood et al., 2011).  
According to Lee (2011, p.287), these stakeholders “can serve their own 
interests by directly pressuring firms” and “also diminish the effect by acting as 
buffers”. In such complex environments filled with multiple logics, some forces 
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will be more effective than others because some stakeholders may promote their 
logics more effectively than others (Lee, 2011). Although the stakeholders are 
embedded in the organizational environment, organizational decisions and 
outcomes are influenced by the interaction between them (Thornton and Ocasio, 
2008). It is therefore important to discover the tendencies of organizations operating 
in environments like Turkey, with varied, even contradictory organizational 
dialectics.  
CSR Phenomenon in Turkey 
Turkey is politically, socially, and culturally complex, diverse, and unique, 
which is also reflected in its national business systems. Given the significant gap in 
the literature deriving from the lack of research into the practice of CSR in 
developing countries (see Jamali and Karam, 2018; Jamali and Carroll, 2017), the 
impact of Turkey’s national context on CSR practices should thus be evaluated in 
detail. As stated by Jamali (2014), CSR practices can not be separated from the 
context, especially in developing countries where the unique characteristics and the 
peculiar CSR expressions have. Even more, Jamali et al. (2017b) emphasize that  
SMEs in developing countries exhibit different CSR orientations and their practices 
“often differ from what is commonly encountered in industrialized countries”. The 
term of CSR and its meaning is stated largely as meaningless to SMEs (Roberts, 
Lawson and Nicholls, 2006). Because the CSR debate is heavily driven by a 
western-centric view. As such, in recent years, the calls for more research on 
developing country SMEs particularly within the context of CSR seem to have 
increased (Jamali et al., 2009). Given that SMEs make up 99.8% of the registered 
business in Turkey (Europian Traning Foundation, 2018), it provides a favorable 
context to examine such issues. In this context, it is expected to shed light on 
unexplored power dynamics surrounding CSR. 
CSR development in Turkey began from the concept of philanthropy, which 
is a legacy of the Ottoman period. With the establishment of the Republic of Turkey, 
the central state came to the forefront. After industrialization began in the 1950s, 
and especially during the 1970s with a stronger private sector and external 
influences, the understanding of philanthropy continued to develop, partly for 
legitimacy and partly due to traditional factors (Türker, 2015). CSR was also 
affected by post-1980 liberalization movements and the impact of multinational 
companies in the post-1990s. During the 2000s, the business system, and CSR 
specifically, have been mainly influenced by the Justice and Development Party’s 
economic and liberalization policies (Türker, 2015; Alakavuklar et al., 2009). The 
type of CSR that emerged during the 1970s’ adaptation period, seeing philanthropy 
as an important branch of organization’ socially responsible activities, remains 
widely accepted in Turkey (Ararat, 2004). It particularly reflects Turkey’s 
predominantly Islamic perspective (Türker, 2016). The interaction of these 
traditional approaches with contemporary economic, political, and social factors 
creates unique characteristics in Turkey as a developing country. It is therefore 
important to analyse these features to understand how CSR practices have evolved. 
As Jamali et al. (2017b) points out, the relationship between environment, 
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organization, and CSR in developing countries has distinct interaction dynamics. 
Yet, the CSR literature still focuses more on multinational companies rather than 
small-medium sized enterprises while offering little research of developing country 
contexts (Karam and Jamali, 2017).  
As mentioned before, the role of actors is also a very important factor in 
CSR, especially when the organization’s environment is highly complex, with 
sometimes contradictory institutional logics, as in the case of Turkey (Türker and 
Altuntas, 2017). Previous CSR research has revealed the importance of such 
assessments of the different dynamics in developing country contexts (Jamali et al., 
2017a; 2017b; Jamali and Karam, 2016) and also the impact of actors (Rodríguez 
Bolívar, Garde Sánchez and López Hernández, 2015; Jamali et al., 2017b). 
Therefore, analysing the organization-environment interaction, and actors’ 
decisions, choices, and actions should be carefully considered. In this respect, the 
literature shows that the impact of personal touch in CSR is more vivid in SMEs 
and family-owned firms (see Jamali et al., 2017b; Jamali and Neville, 2011; 
Jenkins, 2006). Their CSR activities are often portrayed as driven by owner-
managers’ personal preferences, beliefs or attitudes ( Jamali et al., 2009).  Given 
the fact that SMEs represents 99,8% of all registered entities (European Traning 
Fondation, 2018) and approximately 95% of them are family businesses (Erdem 
and Erdem, 2011), Turkey also offers a unique opportunity to observe and reveals 
the underlying dynamics of such a personalized approach to CSR.  
The following section reports on the SLR conducted to assess CSR itself 
and CSR-organizational environment interactions in the Turkish literature to reveal 
as the issues mentioned above. 
Methodology 
In line with the purpose and scope of this study, an SLR was conducted to 
assess the existing knowledge about CSR in Turkey within the context of CSR-
environment interactions. SLR is an important way to review a large and complex 
research literature in a specific area in a transparent, replicable, and rigorous manner 
while at the same time providing synthesis (Victor, 2008). Because SLR provides 
a strict protocol for the literature review and evaluation (Boell and Cecez-
Kecmanovic, 2015). It is the most suitable tool for achieving the aims of this study. 
The study tries contributes to the literature by offering the first integrative study of 
Turkey’s CSR literature and maps out the field’s development while presenting 
replicable content for future studies to draw on.  
The Ulakbim Social Sciences DataBase was used for the SLR as it is a 
suitable and valuable data source for the national literature within the scope of the 
current study. The review was conducted on articles published between 2013 and 
2018, identified using a keyword search for ‘CSR’ in keywords, titles, and abstracts. 
The keyword search was carried out only for ‘CSR’, because using some other 
keywords (and/or) together with ‘CSR’ did not work. On the other hand, the 
keyword search for ‘CSR’ in keywords, titles, and abstracts was conducted 
separately due to the lack of an inclusive criterion such as ‘topic’ on search options. 
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While the search in keywords did not give any results,  search in titles and abstracts 
gave 61 and 133 results respectively. After removing 56 repetitive articles within a 
total of 194 articles, it was performed other filtering steps. Firstly, within the scope 
of the preliminary filtering, 20 articles in a foreign language were excluded from 
the list. In doing so, 118 articles obtained. Secondly, 118 articles were ranked 
according to the citation reports. Finally, the whole list was examined respectively 
according to the strings reflect the study’s focus, i.e, the primary concepts that the 
review examines CSR, stakeholders, stakeholder, organizational environment, etc. 
After excluding the articles that failed to satisfy the study inclusion criteria, the first 
35 articles that are more related to the topic of the current study were included in 
the final list. Table 1 presents the studies in terms of research type, research area, 
theoretical base, level of analysis, and main variables. 35 
Findings 
The selected studies were evaluated according to the features highlighted in 
Table 1’s main headings (type of study, field of study, theoretical base, level of 
analysis, main variables). 
Regarding research methods, 29 studies used only one quantitative (survey 
or panel data analysis, or secondary data analysis) or qualitative methods 
(interview, content analysis, case study, field research, or discourse analysis). Only 
two studies (study (S.) 8 and 18) used multiple research methods. 
Regarding study field, the most frequent was management (23 studies), 
followed by marketing (6 studies), accounting-finance (5 studies), and sociology (1 
study). 
Regarding theoretical approach, only four studies drew on a specific 
theoretical approach (S.4 [Institutional Theory]; S.10 [Cultural Theory]; S.11 
[Marxist Theory]; S.24 [Action Theory]). 
Regarding level of analysis, 24 studies examined the issue at the 
organizational level while 11 examined the subject at the individual level. Most 
individual-level studies were in marketing (S.20, 25, 33, 35). Only study (S.22) 
combined both levels. 
Regarding variables, CSR was the most frequent independent variable, 
although it was operationalized in various ways, such as CSR reporting, activities, 
applications, policies, strategies, perceptions, and discourses. For studies that 
included demographic variables as independent variables (S.1-9-12-27), the effects 
of these variables on CSR perceptions were investigated by three studies, which 
included public relations (S.6), board diversity (S.8), and national culture (S.10) as 
independent variables. Only one study (S.33) included the independent variable 
‘social purpose-linked marketing campaign’. 
CSR was also the most frequent dependent variable, operationalized in 
various forms, such as CSR practices, perception, and discourse. The second-most 
common dependent variable was financial performance (S.214, 26, 29). Eight other 
Beger / How Organizational Environment Affects Social Responsibility: A Systematic Literature 




studies included other dependent variables: corporate identity (S.4), consumer 
purchasing behaviour (S.5), organizational benefit (S.13), firm characteristics 
(S.18), customer engagement (S.22), brand awareness (S.25), employee job 
satisfaction (S.30), and consumer perception (S.35).  
Within the context of distinct CSR-related relationships (as seen Table1), 
three studies (S.4, 5, 8) examined, respectively, the moderator effects of actors, 
cultural context, and institutional environment variables on family businesses. 
Qualitative studies, or studies that did not assess the specific quantitative 
relationships between dependent and independent variables, mostly examined CSR 
discourses, awareness levels, reporting and implementation differences between 
organizations (S.7, 11, 15, 16, 17, 23). CSR perception was the second most 
common (S.1, 24). Finally, some studies examined CSR in terms of various 
dimensions (S.19, 20, 28, 32) 
Regarding the studies’ results, CSR perceptions were not consistently 
affected by demographic factors; however, CSR practices had a positive effect on 
organizational attitudes. 
 For the relationship between CSR reporting and financial performance, two 
studies found no significant relationship (S.2, 14) while one study found a weak 
negative relationship (S.29) and another study (S.26) reported a positive 
relationship for some financial indicators. 
Three studies (S.3, 4, 13) that CSR policies and practices encourage 
organizations’ institutional transformation and identity acquisition. 
Three studies demonstrated the importance of the cultural and institutional 
context for CSR practices (S.4, 8, 10) while one study (S.4) highlighted the role of 
actors in this relationship (.  
Studies focusing on marketing showed that CSR practices improve 
consumer behavior and perceptions (S.5-35), customer loyalty (S.22), and brand 
awareness. 
In all the reviewed studies, CSR was analyzed in terms of simple linear 
relations from a limited perspective that was practice- rather than theory-oriented, 
using cross-sectional research designs, rather than process-based approaches that 
incorporate the effects of different environmental dynamics or environmental 
contexts. In addition, the methods used were generally not presented clearly. From 
examining the CSR literature in Turkey, Yamak (2007) emphasizes the lack of 
approaches based on historical and contextual processes. This points to the dilemma 
of ‘Ceremonial Empiricism’ – the unquestioning adoption of the dominant 
empiricist paradigm in a field, which generates a monotonous, inadequate literature 
(Özen, 2002). Thus far, the Turkish literature had not yet steered researchers and 
practitioners in this field in the right direction regarding the need to understand the 
context of CSR in general and CSR-environment relations specifically. 
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The SLR results clearly reveal that the Turkish CSR literature has so far 
largely ignored the important relationships and theoretical links mentioned earlier 
in this section. In particular, researchers have ignored the important mediating role 
of stakeholders in this relationship, the unique characteristics of developing country 
contexts (distinct CSR adaptation and implementation processes), and the important 
role of actors as change agents.  
Given these SLR results, this paper now focuses on these ignored multiple 
and complex, stakeholder-mediated relationships in CSR/CSR-organizational 
environment interactions by reviewing the international CSR literature. A 
traditional literature review method is applied to previous studies, mostly indexed 
in the Web of Science database. The aim is to bring Turkey’s national CSR-related 
literature closer to the international literature by supporting the dissemination of 
knowledge of CSR studies in other contexts.  
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Table1: Ulakbim Social Science Database SLR Results 








1 Koçoglu and 
Aksoy, 2017 
Quantitative (Survey) Management - Individual Demographic 
Variables 
- CSR Perception 






- Organization CSR Reporting - Financial 
Performance 
3 Öktem et al., 2015 Quantitative (Field 
Study) 
Management - Organization CSR Policies - CSR Practices 










5 Astarlıoğlu, 2017 Quantitative (Survey) Marketing - Organization CSR Practices Cultural Context Consumer 
Purchasing 
Behaviour  





Management - Organization Public Relations - CSR 

















9 Serinikli, 2016 Quantitative (Survey) Management - Individual Demographic 
Variables 
- CSR Perception 







Organization National Culture - CSR 
11 Akbas and Topal, 
2016 
Conceptual Sociology Marxist Organization CSR Discourses of 
Organizations 
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12 Yurttadur et al., 
2016 
Quantitative (Survey) Management - Individual Demographic 
Variables 
- CSR Perception 
13 Öztürk and Öktem, 
2016 
Quantitative (Survey) Management - Organization CSR Reporting - Organizational 
Benefit 




- Organization CSR Reporting - Financial 
Performance 
15 Öztürk, 2016 Qualitative (Content 
Analysis) 
Management - Organization Disclosures in Sections on Environmental Reporting in CSR 
Reports 




Management - Organization CSR Practices and Reporting Differences 




Management - Organization CSR Practices and Reporting Differences 






- Organization Disclosures in 
Sections on 
Environmental 




19 Güven, 2016 Conceptual Management - Organization To reveal the relationship between the CSR concept and ethics 
and to determine the importance of these activities in the process 
of corporate communication 
20 Şüküroğlu, 2016 Conceptual Marketing - Organization Consumption Culture, Consumer Society, Citizenship and 
Corporate SR Concepts are discussed and the relations between 
them are examined. 
21 Torun, 2016 Qualitative (Case 
Study) 
Management - Organization CSR strategies, responsibilities and practices of Danish 
Parliament on CSR axis and the effects of all these on CSR are 
examined. 
22 Aydın and Erdogan, 
2016 
Quantitative (Survey) Marketing - Individual-
Organization 
CSR Practices - Customer 
Loyalty 
23 Bat, 2016 Qualitative (Case 
Study) 
Management - Organization Differences in CSR Practices 




Organization It has been tried to clarify how CSR reports are evaluated as 
understandable and reliable reports by different stakeholder 
groups 
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25 Denecli, 2015 Quantitative (Survey) Marketing - Individual CSR Practices -  
Brand Awareness 







- Organization CSR Practices - Financial Performance 
27 Demir and 
Türkmen, 2015 
Quantitative (Survey) Management - Individual Demographic Variables - CSR Perception 
28 Buyukyılmaz and 
Fidan, 2015 
Conceptual Management - Organization CSR is examined within the scope of definition, SR theories, 
reasons for directing enterprises to SR activities and SR areas. 





- Organization CSR Practices - Financial Performance 
30 Avcı and Akdemir, 
2014 
Quantitative (Field 
Research and Survey) 
Management - Individual CSR Perception - Employee Satisfaction 
31 Öksüz, 2014 Qualitative 
(Interview) 
Management - Individual Relationship Between Public Relations and CSR 
32 Engin and Akgöz, 
2013 
Conceptual Management - Organization To examine the relationship between the concepts of sustainable 
development, corporate sustainability and CSR in a theoretical 
framework and to make a general evaluation on concepts 
33 Çakır Özdemir, 
2013 
Quantitative (Survey) Marketing - Individual Social purpose-linked marketing 
campaigns 
- CSR Perception 
34 Morçin, 2013 Quantitative (Survey) Management - Individual Employees’ CSR Perception 
35 Onaran et al., 2013 Quantitative (Survey) Marketing - Individual CSR Practices - CSR Perception 
*As the methods applied in some studies were unclear, both the authors’ own explanations and the classifications of that study’s authors 
are included when grouping the “research type” 
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How do Stakeholders Affect CSR Orientation? 
The organizational environments within which organizations carry out daily 
operations and which directly affect their performance include competitors, 
suppliers, customers, and the labour market (Daft, 2010). This environmental layer 
forms the basis for stakeholder management as companies interact with key 
stakeholders, such as customers, investors, suppliers, and competitors, within this 
layer. The pressures exerted by these stakeholders are an important premise of CSR 
(Yu and Choi, 2016). Regarding the environment-organization-CSR relationship, 
some of the theories discussed above can provide an explanatory framework for the 
various roles of these actors. For example, actors with manipulative (resource 
dependency theory) or interactive roles (institutional theory) may affect the process 
in terms of the top-level authority for organizational decisions and orientations. One 
of the most studied subjects in the CSR literature is the interactions and impact of 
stakeholders on organizations (Park and Ghauri, 2015; Maon et al., 2015; Wang et 
al., 2015; Cheng, Ioannou and Serafeim, 2014). This is because organizations’ 
survival and success depend on their ability to create value and satisfaction for these 
stakeholders. Consequently, they should take into account various stakeholder 
concerns when making strategic decisions. Stakeholder theory describes 
organizations as located in a series of interrelated relationships in which the state, 
consumers, competitors, local community, and media are seen as legitimate 
stakeholders (Vashchenko, 2017). CSR decisions thus need to reflect the demands 
of stakeholders and achieve common strategic goals with them (Freeman et al., 
2010). These different dynamics from organizations’ interactions with stakeholders 
in their environment affect CSR formation and development. At the same time, they 
shape the quantity and quality of the value produced by CSR activities. This implies 
that an organization working to achieve its goals needs to determine which 
stakeholders, in terms of CSR, affect the organization, how, and in what direction. 
The next section examines various stakeholders highlighted in the 
international literature regarding their interaction with CSR to develop a better 
understanding of their key impacts on these issues. This approach will also provide 
an opportunity to compare the Turkish and international literatures. Additionally, 
based on this review, Figure 1. presents various stakeholder groups on the 
organizational environment. It shows the influence of different stakeholders on an 
organization’s CSR orientation, manifested through their distinct expectations, 
demands, interests, and pressures.  
Competitors 
Competitors are one of the most CSR prominent stakeholders. Companies 
may implement CSR programs in response to customer demands to retain existing 
customers, attract new ones, distinguish themselves from their competitors, and 
create a sustainable competitive advantage (Kiessling, Isaksson and Yaşar, 2016; 
Porter and Kramer, 2006). However, the literature gives inconsistent results 
regarding the impact of competition on CSR.  While some studies conclude it has a 
positive impact (Sanchez-Hernandez et al., 2016; Flammer, 2015; Ramchander, 
Schwebach and Staking, 2012), others report an opposite effect (Campbell, 2007; 
Meng et al., 2016). 
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Regarding the positive impact of competition on CSR, Becker-Olsen, 
Cudmore and Hill (2006) reported that 52% of consumers boycott organizations 
that do not participate in CSR activities if other relevant firms implement CSR. The 
CSR orientation of organizations is increasingly influenced by the CSR practices 
of competitors. Although organizations define their own CSR activities, they tend 
to protect their position in the market by examining their competitors’ practices 
(Park and Ghauri, 2015).  
When key companies in an industry start implementing CSR principles, 
other players in the market can follow it because more successful competitors can 
be mimicked, especially under new and/or ambiguous conditions (Di Maggio and 
Powell, 1983). Various studies have examined such peer effects, in terms of the 
theory of mimetic isomorphism. They find that companies intentionally develop 
their own CSR strategies based on their competitors’ approaches to protect their 
own market shares and to prevent future cash flow problems (Liu and Wu, 2016; 
Cao, Liang and Zhang, 2016).  
Another significant influencer of CSR trends is the level of competition in 
an industry. For instance, Szutowski and Ratajczak (2016) used SLR to conduct a 
meta-analysis of academic articles from 22,000 journals. They concluded that 
strong competition explains the increasing importance of both innovation and CSR 
practices (Szutowski and Ratajczak, 2016). Firms can use CSR in competitive 
environments to decrease competition and increase market density in the long term. 
If consumers prefer goods that are produced in a socially responsible manner, 
companies can use CSR strategically to distribute their products and potentially 
reduce competition (Planer-Friedrich and Sahm, 2017). 
Competition can also hinder the development of CSR if it is too strong or 
weak. In the former case, companies try to reduce the costs as much as possible as 
their profit margins are too low and the organization’s survival is seriously at risk; 
in the latter case, the absence of competing organizations that could be used as 
benchmarks for market comparisons means that organizational reputation and 
customer loyalty may be ignored since they will be seen as factors that do not affect 
profitability and sales much (Campbell, 2007). Meng et al. (2016), for example, 
investigated 792 Chinese-registered manufacturing companies between 2006 and 
2008. They found that both too much and too little industrial competition caused 
organizations to reduce their environmental responsibility. 
Customers 
Many studies have confirmed that a socially responsible company image 
plays an important role in customers’ purchasing preferences. Well-known, socially 
recognized companies selling to the final consumers face the strongest pressures. 
In addition to being price and quality-oriented, customers are also interested in 
whether employers treats its employees or the environment in a socially reponsible 
way (Kubenka ve Myskova, 2009). Managers generally know that employees, 
customers, and shareholders are sensitive to the organization’s public image of the 
firm, so CSR activities help in shaping this image (Perez and Rodríguez-Del-
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Bosque, 2015; Hasan et al., 2016). Thus, if consumers monitor the CSR activities 
of firms, managers will be more likely to behave in a socially responsible manner. 
For instance, Jiang et al. (2015) have shown that the customer responses given to 
the CSR strategy of the firms positively affect the relationship between managers’ 
CSR mentality and selection of CSR strategy.  
According to Campell (2007), stakeholder pressures force companies to act 
in a socially responsible way. Shareholder and government pressure have greater 
positive impacts on decisions than customers and competitors (Wang et al., 2015).  
Turning to the negative effects of customer pressure on CSR practices. For 
instance, the power of social media enables customers to express their views on a 
specific company’s CSR-related activities. This can provoke deeper reflection 
about the social consequences of these companies’ behaviours (Porter and Kramer 
2006). However, Khan, Ferguson and Perez 2(015) found that customer responses 
to SCR practices have been largely examined in the context of developed countries. 
Furthermore, it has made an important call for future studies, emphasizing that few 
studies have yet analyzed customer responses to CSR perceptions in developing 
countries. 
Employees 
Employees are quite prominent stakeholders that can significantly influence 
the CSR activities of the organizations (Park and Ghauri, 2015). Given that CSR is 
guided by the organization’s employees, they affect the process from planning to 
implementation.   
Organizations have various direct social responsibilities for their 
employees, such as human resources, wage and compensation policies, work 
environment, and elimination of child labour and forced labor. 
Organizations can benefit if employees internalize basic corporate values 
that can feed into their performance. A strong culture can improve organizational 
performance by shaping and coordinating employee behavior. This shared 
understanding and collaboration plays a crucial role in implementing CSR-related 
strategies (Lee, Park and Lee, 2013). Wang et al. (2015) reported that working 
pressure had a negative impact on CSR. This interesting finding may reflect the 
high-power distance characteristic of Chinese culture, which enables administrators 
to take less notice of the views of the subordinates. 
Stakeholder theory considers CSR in two dimensions: external and internal. 
The external dimension concerns the broad relationship between organizations and 
their communities while the internal dimension concerns employees. Like other 
stakeholders, employees demand some benefits such as economic, psychological 
etc. from their organizations (Sanchez-Hernandez et al., 2016). For instance, if 
employers provide challenging or satisfying jobs, they can provide functional 
benefits. Thus, employees will perceive a socially responsible employer as the main 
driver of internal socially responsible practices (Sanchez-Hernandez et al., 2016). 
Previous research on CSR focused more investigated customers’ perceptions, 
leaving employees’ views on CSR largely unresearched (Lee et al., 2013). 
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CSR is a multilevel structure, extending from a narrow concept focused on 
maximizing shareholder assets to broader actions related to higher social goods than 
the company’s own interests (Lee et al., 2013). Companies are primarily motivated 
to maximize shareholder benefits through actions that increase operating profits. 
However, other stakeholders surrounding the company prefer to interact with 
organizations that work better on CSR (Park and Ghauri, 2015). Agency theory 
explains the various problems arising from the different interests of the principal-
agent relationship between shareholders and managers. According to Dam and 
Scholtens (2013), for example, the interests of small and large shareholders may 
vary. Large shareholders, who have a greater influence, will have a greater impact 
on the company than minor shareholders due to stronger incentives and more 
effective monitoring activities. While Dam and Scholtens (2013) focused on the 
link between CSR and ownership concentration, they also included explanations 
about other studies showing that the relationship can occur in both directions 
(positively and/or negatively). Their study showed that ownership concentration 
has a negative effect on CSR. Given the balance between financial performance and 
social performance, the price paid for social performance will be higher for large 
shareholders. In other words, even if the social enterprise seems to be quite 
appropriate, the gains will not outweigh the shareholder's own costs. Thus, the 
greater the share of a shareholder in a company, the less likely that social enterprises 
will be preferred by this company. Shareholders may thus develop a CSR policy at 
the expense of their own financial gains. In such a case, other stakeholders will 
probably earn more than the stakeholders themselves (Dam and Scholtens, 2015). 
Suppliers 
Suppliers are important stakeholders that are limited to contracts with a 
company while being directly involved in the economic process. Although they are 
directly involved in CSR activities, they work in terms of sustainability rather than 
CSR (Türker and Altuntas, 2014). Two common practices in sustainable supply 
chain management include supplier assessment (supplier evaluation, selection, 
development, training, monitoring, risk evaluation) (Awaysheh and Klassen, 2010; 
Foerstl, Reuter, Hartmann and Blome, 2010; Reuter, Foerstl, Hartmann and Blome, 
2010; Sarkis, 2012; Tachizawa, Thomsen, Montes-Sancho, 2012; Seuring and 
Müller, 2008), and supply base continuity (transparency, traceability, collaboration, 
information sharing, risk evaluation) (Golicic and Smith, 2013; Mollenkopf, Stolze, 
Tate and Ueltschy, 2010; Pagell and Wasserman, 2010; Carter and Rogers, 2008).  
 According to Freeman (1984), a socially responsible company should 
consider the expectations of suppliers that have significant impacts on 
organizational performance (Park and Ghauri, 2015). A good supplier that shows 
environmental awareness and environmental responsibility while carrying out its 
activities plays a major role in influencing businesses to protect the environment. 
Local suppliers can be particularly effective stakeholders due to their commitment 
to environmental protection practices and local responses (Ahmad et al., 2017). 
Local suppliers and many other groups can shape  CSR concepts through their 
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expectations that firms will behave in socially responsible ways while conducting 
their operations (Bondy et al., 2012). 
Discussion 
As stated before, this study firstly mapped the literature to gain a better 
understanding of the reasons for problems in the Turkish literature regarding CSR 
and CSR-organizational environment interaction. The results indicate that the CSR 
concept is a very interesting subject, but the results of the in-depth evaluation reveal 
some problems in the national literature. Specifically, despite some Turkish studies 
investigating CSR with a process-oriented approach, the literature is dominated by 
practice-oriented research. This tendency has not allowed the subject to be 
examined in depth. Instead, research is trapped in a vicious circle within a limited 
framework focused on certain easily-measurable variables. In addition, few studies 
in the literature have a theoretical foundation. Consequently, the important 
relationships and theoretical links in the international literature have been largely 
ignored in the Turkish literature. 
In addition, as a developing country, Turkey’s unique contextual features 
and distinct transformation need to be examined by CSR researchers. 
Organizational environments comprise multiple and even conflicting institutional 
logics (Greenwood et al., 2011; Thornton and Ocasio, 2008). It is therefore very 
important to understand CSR-related processes like translation, adaptation, and 
implementation in countries like Turkey (Turker, 2015; Jamali et al., 2017a). 
The Turkish CSR literature has tended to ignore the complex, multiple 
dynamics and processes comprising the CRS relationship between organizations 
and the environment. Additionally, the various effects of stakeholders on CSR 
issues in the context of multiple pressures have not been explored deeply. 
Therefore, the previous section of the study drew attention to these ignored 
relationships by reviewing the international literature in terms of stakeholder 
theory. In the light of this review, Figure 1. illustrates the impact of various 
stakeholder groups on organizations’ CSR orientations. It shows that the 
organizations are subject to a range of pressures from its stakeholders while trying 
to perform their CSR activities. Therefore, different components of an 
organization’s stakeholder environment can create various combinations and 
effects on CSR-related issues, so different stakeholders can have different impacts 
on the organization’s CSR outcomes. Thus, to make CSR feasible, organizations 
need to clearly understand their stakeholder environment. Several stakeholder 
management techniques, such as stakeholder dialogue or stakeholder engagement, 
may be crucial for smoothing this challenging process. At this point, it may be also 
useful to address the issue from a theoretical viewpoint to resolve the 
inconsistencies between empirical studies carried out in different times and 
contexts, and with different methods. Contingency theory focuses on the harmony 
of the organization with the environment (Lawrence and Lorsh, 1967; Burns and 
Stalker, 1961; Emery and Trist, 1965; Thompson, 1961; Duncan, 1972). It suggests 
that the organization needs to change structural contingencies in a dynamic and 
uncertain environment. In contrast, resource dependency theory defines the 
environment as a battlefield where organizations struggle for resources.  
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Figure1. Stakeholders on the Organizational Environment 
 
In response, organizations use a variety of manipulative strategies, such as 
horizontal integration with competitors or inter-organizational coordination 
strategies (diversification, entering new markets), to reduce the fierce competition 
to procure resources. Organizational ecology theory focuses on the long-term 
survival of organizations within their environments (Hannan and Freeman, 1977). 
The theory provides a density dependence mechanism to explain the birth and death 
rates of organizations. It then connects this to competition and legitimacy processes 
(Hannan and Freeman, 1977). Considering that CSR practices serve as both a 
competitive and legitimating tool, it can be expected that these processes can 
function similarly for organizations’ CSR practices. In sum, If the organization 
thinks that it will contribute to its competitive conditions (Contingency), long-term 
survival (Organizational Ecology), facilitate its access to resources (Resource 
Dependency), legitimize its activities (institutional theory) and manage stakeholder 
relations more effectively (stakeholder theory), it will focus on CSR activities. 
The review conducted here has shown that the international literature 
addresses the issue very differently to the local literature. Through this analysis, the 
present study has developed a conceptual framework to represent the most 
important actors within the organizational environment, and their multifaceted 
influences on CSR-related issues. The study has also highlighted the neglected 
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points in the national literature to help draw the national literature more in line with 
international CSR research. 
Conclusion and Recommendations 
 Indrawing on a point made by Ağlargöz (2016), that the first step is to ask 
the right research questions, this study offers a number of suggestions for future 
studies to contribute to the development of the CSR literature towards the right 
direction and to support organizations practically. The study indicates that a 
paradigm shift is needed for evaluating the CSR-organizational environment 
interaction. The recommendations for CSR research in Turkey can be summarized 
as follows: 
• CSR in Turkey should be examined in depth in terms of contextual features. 
• More theoretically-integrated CRS studies are needed.  
• Longitudinal studies are needed to examine the transformation of CSR practices 
in Turkey.  
• For a sensitive area like CSR, multi-research methods are needed to clarify the 
topic.  
• The collective impacts of SMEs and the role of managers as change agents 
should be analyzed in depth for developing countries in general and Turkey 
specifically.  
• Given the considerable strength of family businesses in Turkey, it constitutes a 
specific context to analyze CSR practices.  
• Organizations should develop a CSR strategy with stakeholder management 
activities; issues related to collaboration-engagement-partnerships are key to 
success. 
• Research is needed regarding the competition effect, widely discussed in the 
international literature but neglected in Turkey. 
• CSR should not be considered as a superficial phenomenon to analyze only 
from the contents of CSR reporting and institutional websites; rather, the focus 
should be on new data collection methods to gain more valid and reliable results. 
• The multiplicity and complexity issues in the institutional environments, 
especially within developing country contexts, should rigorously examined. 
Recalling the valuable suggestions made by Özen (2002, p.5), it is important 
for CSR to be studied by researchers who “know the meaning of scientific 
endeavour, the methodological and theoretical diversity in the field, the societal 
context where they are, and their social identity”. In this respect, by pointing out 
the gap in the Turkish literature regarding CSR and by emphasizing the important 
roles of stakeholders in CSR issues, especially in developing country contexts, it is 
hoped that this study can stimulate future research. Finally, it is hoped that the 
conceptual framework derived from this study can contribute to knowledge of the 
associations between the key constructs (organizational environment, stakeholders, 
and CSR) reviewed in this study.   
 
 
 International Journal of Contemporary Economics and  
Administrative Sciences 
ISSN: 1925 – 4423  





The author wishes to express her heartfelt gratitude to her thesis adviser 
Assoc. Prof. Duygu TÜRKER-ÖZMEN, Yasar University, for her encouragement 
and advising throughout this process. The author is also deeply thankful to her 
husband, Salih BEGER, for his constant support. 
References 
Aguinis, H. (2011). Organizational responsibility: Doing good and doing well. 
Ahmad, NBJ, Afzalur, R & Jeff, G. (2017). Board Independence and Corporate 
Social Responsibility (KSS) Reporting in Malaysia. Australasian Accounting 
Business & Finance Journal, 11(2), 61-85. http://dx.doi.org/10.14453/aabfj.v11i2.5 
Akbaş, Eren Karaca ve Topal, Çağatay (2016), Meta ve Gösteri Olarak Kurumsal 
Sosyal Sorumluluk: Marxist Bir Eleştiri, Sosyoloji Araştırmaları Dergisi, 19(2), 1-
30.  
Akmeşe, Halil ve Aras, Sercan (2016), ‘’Borsa İstanbul'da İşlem Gören Turizm 
İşletmelerinin Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk Farkındalıkları ve Uygulamaları’’, 
Muhasebe Bilim Dünyası Dergisi,18(Özel Sayı-1), 919-942.  
Alakavuklar, Ozan Nadir, Kılıçaslan, Selcen ve Engin Bağış (2009), ‘Türkiye'de 
Hayırseverlikten Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluğa Geçiş: Bir Kurumsal Değişim 
öyküsü’’, Yönetim Araştırmaları Dergisi, 9(2), 103-143.   
Ağlargöz, Ozan (2016). "Sormak ya da Sormamak": Yönetim ve Organizasyon 
Alanında İlginç Kuramsal Katkı Arayışı ve Araştırma Sorusunun Rolü, Ankara 
Üniversitesi SBF Dergisi, 71(2), 517-541.  
Ararat, Melsa (2005), SR in a State-Dependent Business System. In Habishch, 
Jonker, Wegner, Schmidpeter (eds.): Corporate SR across Europe, Springer: Berlin, 
Heidelberg, Chap. 19, 247-61. https://doi.org/10.1007/3-540-26960-6_20 
Arena, M., Azzone, G., & Mapelli, F. (2018). What drives the evolution of 
Corporate Social Responsibility strategies? An institutional logics perspective. 
Journal of cleaner production, 171, 345-355. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.09.245 
Astarlıoğlu, Melih (2017). "Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk İletişim Stratejilerinin 
Tüketici Satın Alma Davranışları Üzerine Etkisi: Türkiye ve Hollanda Arasında Bir 
Karşılaştırma." Uluslararası İktisadi ve İdari İncelemeler Dergisi, 1(18), 221-236. 
Avci, Nilgün ve Akdemir, İbrahim (2014), ‘’Konaklama İşletmelerinde Kurumsal 
Sosyal Sorumluluk Algısının İş Doyumu Üzerine Etkisi’’, Ege Akademik Bakış, 
14(1), 125-135. 
Beger / How Organizational Environment Affects Social Responsibility: A Systematic Literature 




Awaysheh, A., & Klassen, R. D. (2010). The impact of supply chain structure on 
the use of supplier socially responsible practices. International Journal of 
Operations & Production Management, 30(12), 1246-1268. . 
https://doi.org/10.1108/01443571011094253 
Aydın, Bülent ve Erdoğan, Bayram Zafer (2016), ‘’Restoranların Kurumsal Sosyal 
Sorumluluk Faaliyetlerinin Müşteri Bağlılığına Etkisi’’, Turizm Akademik Dergisi, 
3(1), 11-27. 
Başar, Banu (2014), ‘’Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk Raporlaması ve Finansal 
Performans Arasındaki İlişki: Borsa İstanbul’da İşlem Gören Kimya-Petrol-Plastik 
Sektörü Şirketleri Üzerine Bir Araştırma’’, Yönetim ve Ekonomi, 21(2), 59-72. 
Bat, Mikail (2015), Plastik Kapak Toplamaya Yönelik Kurumsal Sosyal 
Sorumluluk Kampanyalarının Karşılaştırmalı Analizi. Uluslararası İktisadi ve İdari 
İncelemeler Dergisi, (15), 1-20. 
Becker-Olsen, K. L., Cudmore, B. A., & Hill, R. P. (2006). The impact of perceived 
corporate social responsibility on consumer behavior. Journal of Business 
Research, 59, 46–53. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2005.01.001 
Boell, Sebastian & Cecez-Kecmanovic, Dubravka. (2015), On being ‘systematic’ 
in literature reviews in IS. Journal of Information Technology, 30(2), 161-173. 
https://doi.org/10.1057/jit.2014.26 
Bondy, Krista, Moon, Jeremy & Matten, Dirk. (2012), An institution of Corporate 
SR in Multi-National Corporations: Form and Implications, Journal of Business 
Ethics, 111, 281-299. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1208-7 
Bridoux, F., & Stoelhorst, J. W. (2014). Microfoundations for stakeholder theory: 
Managing stakeholders with heterogeneous motives. Strategic management 
journal, 35(1), 107-125. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2089 
Brown, J. A., & Forster, W. R. (2013). CSR and stakeholder theory: A tale of Adam 
Smith. Journal of business ethics, 112(2), 301-312. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-
012-1251-4 
Burns, T., & Stalker, G. M. 1961. The management of innovation. London: 
Tavistock. 
Büyükyılmaz, Ozan ve Fidan, Yahya (2015),  Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk: 
Kavramsal Bir Bakış. Business and Management Studies: An International Journal, 
3(3), 364-380. 
Campbell, John L. (2007). Why Would Corporations Behave in Socially 
Responsible Ways? An Institutional Theory of Corporate SR. The Academy of 
Management Review, 32(3), 946-967. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.25275684  
 International Journal of Contemporary Economics and  
Administrative Sciences 
ISSN: 1925 – 4423  




Cao, J., Liang, H., and Zhan, X. (2016). “Peer effects of corporate social 
responsibility.” 28th Australasian Finance and Banking Conference Paper. ). 
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2018.3100 
Cantrell, J. E., Kyriazis, E., & Noble, G. (2015). Developing CSR giving as a 
dynamic capability for salient stakeholder management. Journal of Business Ethics, 
130(2), 403-421. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2229-1 
Carroll, A.B. (1991) ‘The pyramid of corporate social responsibility: toward the 
moral management of organizational stakeholders’, Business Horizons, Vol. 34, 
Iss. No. 4, pp.39–48. 
Carter, Craig R and Rogers, Dale S. (2008). ‘‘A framework of sustainable supply 
chain management: moving toward new theory.’’ International journal of physical 
distribution and logistics management 38(5): 360-387. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/09600030810882816 
Cheng, Beiting, Ioannou, Ioannis & Serafeim, George (2014), Corporate SR and 
access to finance. Strategic Management Journal, 35(1), 1-23. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2131 
Commission of the European Communities. (2002, July 2). Communication from 
the commission concerning corporate social responsibility: A business contribution 
to sustainable development (COM 347 final). Brussels. 
Çakır Özdemir, Hilal (2013), Sosyal amaç bağlantılı pazarlama kampanyalarında 
sosyal amaç ve marka uyumunun tüketicilerin kurumsal sosyal sorumluluk 
algılamalarına etkisi: Nivea markası üzerine bir araştırma. Journal of Yasar 
University, 8(32), 5537-5555. 
Çelik, Sibel, Zeytinoğlu, Emin, Akarım, Yasemin Deniz (2016), Kurumsal Sosyal 
Sorumluluk ve Finansal Performans Arasındaki ilişki: Borsa İstanbul Üzerine Bir 
Uygulama, Muhasebe Bilim Dünyası Dergisi, 18(Özel Sayı-1), 439-453. 
Daft, Richard L. 2010, Management, Cengage Learning, 9. Edition. 
Dam, L., & Scholtens, B. (2015). Toward a theory of responsible investing: On the 
economic foundations of corporate social responsibility. Resource and Energy 
Economics, 41, 103-121. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.reseneeco.2015.04.008 
Dam, L. & Scholtens, B. (2013). Ownership concentration and CSR policy of 
European multinational enterprises. Journal of Business Ethics, 118(1), 117-126. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1574-1 
Daştan, Abdulkerim ve Bellikli, Uğur. (2015). Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk ve 
Muhasebe Etkileşimi: Türkiye’de Kurumsal Yönetim Endeksine Dâhil İşletmelerde 
Beger / How Organizational Environment Affects Social Responsibility: A Systematic Literature 




Bir Araştırma. Eskişehir Osmangazi Üniversitesi İktisadi ve İdari Bilimler Dergisi, 
10(1), 177-208. 
Demir, Rıza ve Türkmen, Erman (2015), Çalışanların Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk 
Algılarının Demografik Değişkenler Açısından İncelenmesi, Yönetim ve Ekonomi 
Araştırmaları Dergisi, 13(3), 242-263. 
Deneçli, Sevda, (2015), Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk Projelerinin Marka 
Farkındalığına Etkisi, İletişim Kuram ve Araştırma Dergisi, (40), 315-328. 
DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (1983). The iron cage revisited: Institutional 
isomorphism and collective rationality in organizational fields. American 
Sociological Review, 48(2), 147–160. https://www.jstor.org/stable/2095101 
Duman, Şirin Atakan ve Aksak, Emel Ozdora (2017), Pet Holding Örnek Olay 
İncelemesi: Türkiye'de Bir Petrol Arama ve Madencilik Aile Şirketinin Kurumsal 
Sosyal Sorumluluk Gündemi, İletişim Kuram ve Araştırma Dergisi,(44), 1-16. 
Duncan, Robert B. (1972), Characteristics of Organizational Environments and 
Perceived Environmental Uncertainty, Administrative Science Quarterly, 17(3), 
313-325. https://www.jstor.org/stable/2392145 
Economist (2008). Just Good Business, January 19. Retrieved from 
https://www.economist.com/blogs/theinbox/2008/02/just_good_business_january
_19t_3 
Emery, Fred E., Trist, Eric L (1965), The Casual Texture of Organizational 
Environments, Human Relations, 18(1), 21-32.  
Engin, Elif ve Akgöz, Burcu Eker (2013). Sürdürülebilir kalkınma ve kurumsal 
sürdürülebilirlik çerçevesinde kurumsal sosyal sorumluluk kavramının 
değerlendirilmesi, Selçuk İletişim, 8(1), 85-94. 
Erdem, F., & Erdem, S. (2011). Functional strategies and practices of small and 
medium‐sized family businesses. International Journal of Islamic and Middle 
Eastern Finance and Management. 
Europian Traning Foundation (2018). Turkey – helping SMEs internationalise 
through training. Retrieved from https://www.etf.europa.eu/en/news-and-
events/news/turkey-helping-smes-internationalise-through-training. 
Fassin, Y., Van Rossem, A., & Buelens, M. (2011). Small-business owner-
managers’ perceptions of business ethics and CSR-related concepts. Journal of 
Business ethics, 98(3), 425-453. 
Flammer, Caroline (2015), Does product market competition foster corporate SR? 
Evidence from trade liberalization, Strategic Management Journal, 36(10), 1469-
1485. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2307 
 International Journal of Contemporary Economics and  
Administrative Sciences 
ISSN: 1925 – 4423  




Foerstl, K., Reuter, C., Hartmann, E., & Blome, C. (2010). Managing supplier 
sustainability risks in a dynamically changing environment—Sustainable supplier 
management in the chemical industry. Journal of Purchasing and Supply 
Management, 16(2), 118-130. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2010.03.011 
Freeman, I., & Hasnaoui, A. (2011). The meaning of corporate social responsibility: 
The vision of four nations. Journal of business Ethics, 100(3), 419-443. 
Freeman, R. Edward, Harrison Jeffrey S., Wicks, Andrew C., Palmar, Bidhan L, 
Colle, Simon De & Purnell Lauren (2010). Stakeholder theory: The state of the art. 
Cambridge University Press. 
Freeman, R. E., & Velamuri, S. R. (2006). A new approach to CSR: Company 
stakeholder responsibility. In Corporate social responsibility (pp. 9-23). Palgrave 
Macmillan, London. 
Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic management: A stakeholder approach. Boston, 
MA: Pitman. 
Fuenfschilling, L., & Truffer, B. (2014). The structuration of socio-technical 
regimes-Conceptual foundations from institutional theory. Research Policy, 43(4), 
772-791. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.10.010 
Garriga, Elisabet & Melé, Domènec. (2004). Corporate SR theories: Mapping the 
territory. Journal of Business Ethics, 53(1-2), 51-71. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:BUSI.0000039399.90587.34 
Greenwood, M. (2007). Stakeholder engagement: Beyond the myth of corporate 
responsibility. Journal of Business ethics, 74(4), 315-327. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-007-9509-y 
Greenwood, R., Raynard, M., Kodeih, F., Micelotta, E. R., & Lounsbury, M. 
(2011). Institutional complexity and organizational responses. Academy of 
Management Annals, 5(1), 317-371. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/19416520.2011.590299 
Güven, Süleyman (2016), Kurumsal İletişim Bağlamında Kurumsal Sosyal 
Sorumluluk ve Etik İlişkisi, Akdeniz İletişim, (26), 133-154. 
Golicic, S. L., & Smith, C. D. (2013). A meta‐analysis of environmentally 
sustainable supply chain management practices and firm performance. Journal of 
supply chain management, 49(2), 78-95. https://doi.org/10.1111/jscm.12006 
Hannan, Micheal T. & Freeman, John (1977). The Population Ecology of 
Organizations, American Sociological Review, 82, 929-964. 
Beger / How Organizational Environment Affects Social Responsibility: A Systematic Literature 




Hasan, Iftekhar, Kobeissi, N., Liu, L.& Wang H. (2016) Corporate SR and Firm 
Financial Performance: The Mediating Role of Productivity.Journal of Business 
Ethics,7, 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3066-1 
Helmig, B., Spraul, K., & Ingenhoff, D. (2016). Under positive pressure: How 
stakeholder pressure affects corporate social responsibility implementation. 
Business & Society, 55(2), 151-187. 
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0007650313477841 
Hoştut, Sibel (2015), Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk Raporlarında Söylem, İletişim 
Kuram ve Araştırma Dergisi, (40), 119-136. 
Jamali, D., & Hossary, M. (2019). CSR Logics in the Middle East. In Practising 
CSR in the Middle East, 53-80. Palgrave Macmillan, Cham. 
Jamali, D., & Karam, C. (2018). Corporate social responsibility in developing 
countries as an emerging field of study. International Journal of Management 
Reviews, 20(1), 32-61. 
Jamali, D., & Carroll, A. (2017). Capturing advances in CSR: Developed versus 
developing country perspectives. Business Ethics: A European Review, 26(4), 321-
325. 
Jamali, D., Karam, C., Yin, J. and Soundararajan, V. (2017a). Csr Logics in 
Developing Countries: Translation, Adaptation and Stalled Development. Journal 
of World Business, 52 (3), 343-359. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2017.02.001 
Jamali, Dima, Lund-Thomsen, Peter & Jeppesen, Soren (2017b). SMEs and CSR 
in Developing Countries. Business & Society, 56(1), 11-22. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2737-7 
Jamali, D. and Karam, C. M. (2016). CSR in Developed Versus Developing 
Countries: A Comparative Glimpse. In A. Örtenblad (Ed.) Handbook of Research 
on Corporate Social Responsibility.  Edward Elgar Publishing. 
Jamali, D. (2014). CSR in developing countries through an institutional lens. 
Corporate social responsibility and sustainability: Emerging trends in developing 
economies, 8, 21-44. 
Jamali, D., Zanhour, M., & Keshishian, T. (2009). Peculiar strengths and relational 
attributes of SMEs in the context of CSR. Journal of Business Ethics, 87(3), 355-
377. 
Jamali, D., & Mirshak, R. (2007). Corporate social responsibility (CSR): Theory 
and practice in a developing country context. Journal of business ethics, 72(3), 243-
262. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-006-9168-4 
 International Journal of Contemporary Economics and  
Administrative Sciences 
ISSN: 1925 – 4423  




Jenkins, H. (2006). Small business champions for corporate social responsibility. 
Journal of Business Ethics, 67, 241–256. 
Jenkins, H. (2004). A critique of conventional CSR theory: An SME perspective. 
Journal of general Management, 29(4), 37-57. 
Jiang, Fuming, Zalan, Tatiana, Tse, Herman H. M. & Shen, Jie (2015), Mapping 
the Relationship among Political Ideology, KSS Mindset and KSS Strategy: A 
Contingency Perspective Applied to Chinese Managers, Journal of Business Ethics, 
1-26. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2992-7 
Jones, TM 1980 (Spring). Corporate social responsibility revisited‟, redefined. 
California Management Review, vol. 22, no. 3, pp. 59-67. 
https://doi.org/10.2307%2F41164877 
Jones, T.M., Wicks, A.C. and Freeman, R.E. (2002) ‘Stakeholder theory: the state 
of the art’, in N.E. Bowie (Ed.) The Blackwell Guide to Business Ethics, Oxford: 
Blackwell. 
Kakabadse, N. K., Rozuel, C., & Lee-Davies, L. (2005). Corporate social 
responsibility and stakeholder approach: a conceptual review. International Journal 
of Business Governance and Ethics, 1(4), 277-302. 
Karam, C. M., & Jamali, D. (2017). A cross-cultural and feminist perspective on 
CSR in developing countries: Uncovering latent power dynamics. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 142(3), 461-477. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2737-7 
Kaya, Uğur ve Yazan, Ömer (2017), Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk - Kazanç 
Yönetimi ve Finansal Performans İlişkisi, Muhasebe ve Denetime Bakış,  (51), 15-
40. 
Khan, Zia, Ferguson David & Perez Andrea (2015), Customer Responses to KSS 
in the Pakistani Banking Industry, International Journal of Bank Marketing, 33(4), 
471-493. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJBM-07-2014-0097 
Kiessling, Timothy, Isaksson, Lars and Yaşar, Burze (2016), Market Orientation 
and CSR: Performance Implications. Journal of Business Ethics, 137(2), 269-284. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2555-y 
Koçoğlu, Cenk Murat ve Aksoy, Ramazan (2017), Demografik Değişkenlerin 
Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk Algısı Üzerindeki Etkilerine Yönelik Bir Araştırma, 
Uluslararası Yönetim İktisat ve İşletme Dergisi,13(1), 89-116. 
Koparan, Emrah, Nas, Tülay İlhan ve Tarhan, Okan (2016), Ulusal Kültürün 
Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk Uygulamaları Üzerindeki Etkisi: Gelişmiş ve 
Gelişmekte Olan Ülkeler Üzerine Bir Araştırma, TİSK AKADEMİ,11(22), 352-
379. 
Beger / How Organizational Environment Affects Social Responsibility: A Systematic Literature 




Kubenka, M. & Myskova, R. (2009) The B2B market: corporate social 
responsibility or corporate social responsiveness. Wseas Transactions on Business 
and Economics, 7(6), 320-330. 
Lawrence, Paul R. & Lorsch, Jay (1967), Organization and Environment, 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 
Lee, Eun Mi, Park Seon-Yeon & Lee Hyun Jung (2013), Employee Perception of 
KSS Activities: Its Antecedents and Consequences, Journal of Business Research, 
66, 1716-1724. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2012.11.008 
Lee, M. D. P. (2011). Configuration of external influences: The combined effects 
of institutions and stakeholders on corporate social responsibility strategies. Journal 
of Business Ethics, 102(2), 281-298. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-0814-0 
Liu, S., & Wu, D. (2016). Competing by conducting good deeds: The peer effect of 
corporate social responsibility. Finance Research Letters, 16, 47-54. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.frl.2015.10.013 
Martínez, J. B., Fernández, M. L., & Fernández, P. M. R. (2016). Corporate social 
responsibility: Evolution through institutional and stakeholder perspectives. 
European journal of management and business economics, 25(1), 8-14. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.redee.2015.11.002 
Maon, François, Swaen, Valerie & Lindgreen, Adam (2017), One Vision, Different 
Paths: An Investigation of Corporate SR Initiatives in Europe, Journal of Business 
Ethics, 143(2), 405-422. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2810-2 
Meng, XH., Zeng, SX., Xie, XM.& Qi, GY. (2016), The impact of product market 
competition on corporate environmental responsibility, Asia Pacific Journal of 
Management, Volume1, 267–291. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-015-9450-z 
Meyer, J., Scott, W. R., & Strang, D. (1987). Centralization, fragmentation, and 
school district complexity. Administrative science quarterly, 186-201. 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2393125 
Mollenkopf, D., Stolze, H., Tate, W. L., & Ueltschy, M. (2010). Green, lean, and 
global supply chains. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics 
Management, 40(1/2), 14-41. https://doi.org/10.1108/09600031011018028 
Morçin, Sine Erdoğan (2013),  Kurumsal SosyaL Sorumluluk Nitelikleri Algısı: 
Çıldır Meslek Yüksekokulu örneği, Mehmet Akif Ersoy Üniversitesi Sosyal 
Bilimler Enstitüsü Dergisi, 5(9), 70-81. 
Onaran, Berrin, Uyar, Ahmet ve Avan, Ali (2013), Eğitim Destekli Kurumsal 
Sosyal Sorumluluk Kampanyalarına Yönelik Tüketici Algılamaları, İşletme ve 
Ekonomi Araştırmaları Dergisi, 4(3), 131-157. 
 International Journal of Contemporary Economics and  
Administrative Sciences 
ISSN: 1925 – 4423  




Öksüz, Burcu (2014), Halkla İlişkiler ve Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk İlişkisi: 
Halkla İlişkiler Öğrencilerinin Görüşlerinin Belirlenmesine Yönelik Bir Araştırma, 
Selçuk İletişim, 8(3), 55-75. 
Öktem, Mustafa Kemal, Sadioğlu, Uğur ve Turgut Nafiz (2017), Yönetsel Sürecin 
Bir Fonksiyonu Olarak Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk, Marmara Üniversitesi 
Siyasal Bilimler Dergisi, 5(1), 83-112. 
Öztürk, Erkan ve Öktem, Begüm (2016), Sosyal Sorumluluk Raporlamasından 
Beklenen Kısa ve Uzun Dönemli Faydaların Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk 
Boyutları Çerçevesinde Tartışılması, Muhasebe Bilim Dünyası Dergisi, 18(Özel 
Sayı-1), 133-155. 
Özen, Ş. (2002). Türkiye’deki Örgütler/Yönetim Araştirmalarinda Törensel 
Görgülcülük Sorunu. Yönetim Araştırmaları Dergisi, 2 (Ekim). 
Pagell, M., Wu, Z., & Wasserman, M. E. (2010). Thinking differently about 
purchasing portfolios: an assessment of sustainable sourcing. Journal of supply 
chain management, 46(1), 57-73. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-
493X.2009.03186.x 
Park, Byung II & Ghauri, Pervez N. (2015), Determinants Influencing KSS 
Practices in Small and Medium Sized MNE Subsidiaries: A Stakeholder 
Perspective, Journal of World Business, 50, 192-204. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2014.04.007 
Parlakkaya, Raif, Akmeşe, Halil ve Akmeşe, Kadriye (2016), Türk Bankacılık 
Sektöründe Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk Raporlaması Farkındalık Düzeyi, 
Muhasebe Bilim Dünyası Dergisi,18(Özel Sayı-1), 881-896. 
Peltekoğlu Filiz Balta ve Tozlu, Emel (2017), Halkla İlişkiler ve Gönüllülük 
Ekseninde Türkiye'de Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk Projeleri ve Bin Yıl Kalkınma 
Hedefleri, Selçuk İletişim,10(1), 5-31. 
Perez, Andrea & Rodríguez-Del-Bosque, Ignacio  (2015) Customer support for 
Corporate SR Influences the Image of Companies: Evidence From The Banking 
Industry. Corporate Social Resposibility and Environmental Management, 22(3), 
155-168. https://doi.org/10.1002/csr.1331 
Perrini, F. (2006). SMEs and CSR theory: Evidence and implications from an 
Italian perspective. Journal of business ethics, 67(3), 305-316. 
Pfeffer, Jeffrey & Salancik, Gerald R. (1978). The External Control of 
Organizations. New York: Harper and Row. 
Planer-Friedrich, L., & Sahm, M. (2017). Strategic corporate social responsibility. 
https://ssrn.com/abstract=2990958 
Beger / How Organizational Environment Affects Social Responsibility: A Systematic Literature 




Porter, Micheal E & Kramer, Mark R. (2006). Strategy and society: The link 
between competitive and corporate SR, Harvard Business Review. 
Rahman, S. (2011). Evaluation of definitions: ten dimensions of corporate social 
responsibility. World Review of Business Research, 1(1), 166-176. 
Ramchander, Sanjay, Schwebach, Robert G. & Staking K.I. M. (2012), The 
informational relevance of corporate SR: evidence from DS400 index 
reconstitutions, Strategic Management Journal, 33(3), 303-314. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.952 
Reuter, C., Foerstl, K. A. I., Hartmann, E. V. I., & Blome, C. (2010). Sustainable 
global supplier management: the role of dynamic capabilities in achieving 
competitive advantage. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 46(2), 45-63. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.2010.03189.x 
Roberts, S., Lawson, R., & Nicholls, J. (2006). Generating regional-scale 
improvements in SME corporate responsibility performance: Lessons from 
responsibility Northwest. Journal of business ethics, 67(3), 275-286. 
Rodríguez Bolívar, M. P., Garde Sánchez, R., & López Hernández, A. M. (2015). 
Managers as drivers of CSR in state-owned enterprises. Journal of Environmental 
Planning and Management, 58(5), 777-801. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09640568.2014.892478 
Sanchez-Hernandez, M. Isabel, Gallardo-Vázquez, Dolores, Barcik, Agnieszka & 
Dziwinski, Piotr (2016), The Effect of the Internal Side of SR on Firm Competitive 
Success in the Business Services Industry, Sustainability,8(179), 1-15. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su8020179 
Sargut, A.Selami, Özen Şükrü, Gökşen Nisan Selekler, Oğuz Fuat, Önder, Çetin, 
Üstdiken, Behlül ve Yıldırım Engin (2015), Örgüt Kuramları. İmge Kitabevi, 3. 
baskı. 
Sarkis, J. (2012). A boundaries and flows perspective of green supply chain 
management. Supply chain management: an international journal, 17(2), 202-216. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/13598541211212924 
Selznick, Philip (1949). TVA and the Grass Roots. Berkeley: University of 
California Press. 
Selznick, Philip (1957). Leadership in Administration. Berkeley: University of 
California Press. 
Seo, M. G., & Creed, W. D. (2002). Institutional contradictions, praxis, and 
institutional change: A dialectical perspective. Academy of management review, 
27(2), 222-247. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2002.6588004 
 International Journal of Contemporary Economics and  
Administrative Sciences 
ISSN: 1925 – 4423  




Serinikli, Nilüfer (2016), Demografik Özellikler Açısından Çalışanların Kurumsal 
Sosyal Sorumluluk Algıları, Balıkesir Üniversitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü 
Dergisi, 19(35), 455-473. 
Seuring, Stefan and Müller, Martin. (2008). ‘‘ From a literature review to a 
conceptual framework for sustainable supply chain management.’’ Journal of 
cleaner production 16(15): 1699-1710. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2008.04.020 
Strand, R., & Freeman, R. E. (2015). Scandinavian cooperative advantage: The 
theory and practice of stakeholder engagement in Scandinavia. Journal of business 
ethics, 127(1), 65-85. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-013-1792-1 
Sheehy, B. (2015). Defining CSR: Problems and solutions. Journal of business 
ethics, 131(3), 625-648. 
Şentürk, Zülfiye Acar Ve Fidan, Zühal (2017), ‘’Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk 
(KSS) Çalışmalarında İşbirliği: "Akbank, Garanti Bankası ve Türkiye İş Bankası 
Üzerine Bir İnceleme", Selçuk İletişim, 9(4), 40-65. 
Şüküroğlu, Veysel Karani (2016), Tüketici Vatandaşlık ve Kurumsal Sosyal 
Sorumluluk, İletişim Kuram ve Araştırma Dergisi, (43), 217-241. 
Szutowski, D., & Ratajczak, P. (2016). The Relation between CSR and Innovation. 
Model Approach. Journal of Entrepreneurship, Management and Innovation, 12(2), 
77-94. 
Tachizawa, E. M., Thomsen, C. G., & Montes-Sancho, M. J. (2012). Green supply 
management strategies in Spanish firms. IEEE Transactions on Engineering 
Management, 59(4), 741-752. https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/6179328 
Tarhan, Okan, Koparan, Emrah ve Nas, Tülay İlhan (2016),Yönetim Kurulu 
Çeşitliliği ve Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk Söylemleri Arasındaki İlişki, Ankara 
Üniversitesi SBF Dergisi, 71(2), 465-509. 
Thompson, James D. (1961) Organizations in Action: Social Science Bases of 
Administrative Theory. Mcgraw Hill, 15-17. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315125930 
Thornton, P. H., Ocasio, W., & Lounsbury, M. (2012). The institutional logics 
perspective: A new approach to culture, structure and process. Oxford University 
Press. 
Thornton, P. H. and Ocasio, W. (2008). ‘Institutional logics’. In Greenwood, R., 
Oliver, C., Sahlin, K. and Suddaby, R. (Eds), The SAGE Handbook of 
Organizational Institutionalism. Los Angeles, CA: Sage, 99–129. 
Beger / How Organizational Environment Affects Social Responsibility: A Systematic Literature 




Thornton, P. H., Jones, C., & Kury, K. (2005). Institutional logics and institutional 
change in organizations: Transformation in accounting, architecture, and 
publishing. In Transformation in cultural industries (pp. 125-170). Emerald Group 
Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0733-558X(05)23004-5 
Torun, Gözde (2016), Kurumsal Sosyal Sorumluluk Faaliyetleri ve Bu Faaliyetlerin 
Halkın Parlamentoya Bakışına Etkisinin İncelenmesi: Danimarka Parlamentosu 
Örneği, Türk İdare Dergisi, (483), 371-401. 
Türker, Duygu ve Altuntas, Ceren (2017), Embedding social innovation process 
into the institutional context: Voids or Supports, Technological Forecasting and 
Social Change, 119, 98-113. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.03.019 
Türker, Duygu (2016), Islamic Roots of Corporate SR. In Habisch A., Schmidpeter 
R. (eds) Cultural Roots of Sustainable Management. CSR, Sustainability, Ethics & 
Governance. Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-28287-9_10 
Türker, Duygu (2015). An Analysis of Corporate SR in the Turkish Business 
Context. In: Idowu S., Schmidpeter R., Fifka M. (eds) Corporate SR in Europe. 
CSR, Sustainability, Ethics & Governance. Springer, Cham. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-13566-3_26 
Türker, Duygu ve Altuntas, Ceren (2014), Sustainable Supply Chain Management 
in the Fast Fashion Industry: An Analysis of Corporate Reports, European 
Management Journal, 32: 837-849. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2014.02.001 
Vashchenko, Marina (2017). An external perspective on KSS: What matters and 
what does not?, Journal of Business Ethics, 26(4), 396-412. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12162 
Victor, Liz (2008), Systematic reviewing, Social research UPDATE, 54(1), 1-4. 
http://www.soc.surrey.ac.uk/sru/ 
Waddock, S. A., Bodwell, C., & Graves, S. B. (2002). Responsibility: The new 
business imperative. Academy of Management Perspectives, 16(2), 132-148. 
https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.2002.7173581 
Wang, Shuo, Gao Yuhui , Hodgkinson, Gerard P., Rousseau, Denisa M. & Flood, 
Patrick C. (2015), Opening the black box of KSS decision making: a policy-
capturing study of charitable donation decisions in China, Journal of Business 
Ethics, 25(128), 665-683. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2123-x 
Whitley, Richard (1992) (Ed.) (1992), European business systems: Firms and 
markets in their national contexts. Sage.  
Williamson, Oliver E. (1985). The Economic Institutions of Capitalism: Firms, 
Markets, Relations Contracting. New York: Free Press. 
 International Journal of Contemporary Economics and  
Administrative Sciences 
ISSN: 1925 – 4423  




WBCSD (2002). The Business Case for Sustainable Development: Making a 
Difference towards the Johannesburg Summit 2002 and Beyond (World Business 
Council for Sustainable Development, Geneva, Switzerland). 
Yamak, S. (2007). Kurumsal sosyal sorumluluk kavramının gelişimi. Beta. 
Yang, X., & Rivers, C. (2009). Antecedents of CSR practices in MNCs’ 
subsidiaries: A stakeholder and institutional perspective. Journal of business ethics, 
86(2), 155-169. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-009-0191-0 
Yıldız, Şule, Tuna, Gülfen ve Tuna, Vedat Ender (2016), Kurumsal Sosyal 
Sorumluluk Kapsamında Çevre Açıklamaları İle Firma Özellikleri Arasındaki 
İlişki: Kimya, Petrol, Kauçuk ve Plastik Ürünler Sektöründe Bir Uygulama, İşletme 
Araştırmaları Dergisi, 8(2), 255-276. 
Yu, Yanni, & Choi, Yongrok (2016), Stakeholder pressure and CSR adoption: The 
mediating role of organizational culture for Chinese companies, The Social Science 
Journal, 53(2), 226-235. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.soscij.2014.07.006 
Yurttadur, Mustafa, Süzen, Ekrem ve Karaağaç, Hasan (2016),  Kurumsal Sosyal 
Sorumluluk Uygulamalarının Kurumlara Olan Katkıları Üzerine Bir Uygulama, 
Girişimcilik ve İnovasyon Yönetim Dergisi, 5(1), 33-50. 
 
